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Bef ore DeMOSS, STEWART, and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jose Gerardo Pasillas-Bonilla (Pasillas) appeals his
convi ctions and sentences for conspiracy to inport nore than 50
kil ograns of marijuana, conspiracy to possess with intent to
distribute nore than 50 kilograns of marijuana, and ill egal
reentry after deportation.

Pasillas first challenges the constitutionality of 8 U S. C
8§ 1326(b)’'s treatnent of prior felony and aggravated fel ony

convictions. Pasillas’s constitutional challenge is forecl osed

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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by Al nendarez-Torres v. United States, 523 U S. 224, 235 (1998).

Al t hough he contends that Al nendarez-Torres was incorrectly

decided and that a majority of the Suprenme Court now woul d

overrul e Al nendarez-Torres, we have repeatedly rejected such

argunents on the basis that Al nendarez-Torres remains binding.

See United States v. Garza-lopez, 410 F.3d 268, 276 (5th Gr.),

cert. denied, 126 S. C. 298 (2005). Pasillas properly concedes

that his argunent is foreclosed in |ight of Al nendarez-Torres and

circuit precedent, but he raises it here to preserve it for
further review.

Pasillas al so argues that the district court violated
FED. R CRM P. 32 by not nmaking a specific finding on his
objection to an enhancenent for his role in the offense.
Rul e 32 requires the sentencing court to nmake findings regarding
controverted facts in the PSR, or to state that those facts wll
not be taken into account at sentencing. The district court
satisfied the mandate of Rule 32 when it overrul ed the objection

and adopted the PSR because the findings in the PSR were “so
clear” as not to |leave this court to “second guess” the basis for

the district court’s deci sion. United States v. Carreon, 11 F.3d

1225, 1230-31 (5th Cr. 1994).

AFFI RVED.



